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thBS^H^I ^l^^^ r° September 2004 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE 



a) 
b) 



PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 



□ 



2. 



The period for reply expires 3.months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

nfeveT holS^J^rm?,^^ 1'^ ""f^ '"'f °' °' the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever Is later. In 
ONLY ShSThis B^^^^^ ^'^ fr^'" ■^^'""9 ^^te of the final rejection. 

706 07(f) ^ '^"-^'^ ^'^"'^ MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

^ il'!!?!!^® °^ ^PP®^' °" • Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1 .192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)). to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
3 The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) 13 they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) El they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the 
issues for appeal; and/or ^- / » 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 
NOTE: See Continuation Sheet . 

3.n Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

'c^X t^el^^^^^^^^^ ' ^ -P-*-- ti-ly filed amendment 

5. n The a)n affidavit, b)^ exhibit, or c)^ request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT olace the 

application in condition for allowance because: . ^ 

6. n The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newlv 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

7.IEI For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)|Sl will not be entered or b)^ will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 



Claim(s) rejected: 1-26 . 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 27-29 . 
8.n The drawing correction filed on is a)^ approved or b)^ disapproved by the Examiner. 



9.n Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). 



10.n Other: 
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Art Unit: 1724 
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Part of Paper No. 20041023 



Continuation Sheet (PTOL-303) Appiication IMo. 10/036,877 

.^"nS'^" APP"^3"*'S attempt to broaden the scope of claims 1-13 by deleting the limitation that the brine solution 

compnses a water so ubie dielating agent (see claim 1 , line 2) raises new issues requiring further search and consideration. Also the 
P™P°®^'^„^'"®"'','^®I!* ^'^'^ September 30, 2004 is non-compliant because it attempts to amend claim 14 (see step c) while retaining the 
Identifier original. The comparative test data presented in the Silva declaration filed September 30. 2004 has been noted and carefully 
considered, but is not deemed to be persuasive of patentability for the claims in this application. Applicant should note that "Method 2" 
would be expected to Purify bnne to a greater extent than "Method 1" since it contains an additional purification step (i.e. step D) As for 
lrl?Z^'^r '^fi^°'^ 1" and "Method 3," which methods appear to include the same purification treatments, but in a different 

hln SifnT''^''' "?n.'^ " persuasive because "Method 3" has been applied to a "Recycle" stream, while "Method 1" has 

^ ^" f "Ihemiore. since the test results presented in Table 1 of the declaration represent treatments of 

rif m iTS ^ 9'"'»"fe: these results can have no probative value for claim 14. and its dependent claims 15-26, since 

claim 1 4 clearly recites the presence of sodium gluconate (see Iine2) in the stream undergoing treatment 
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